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4. Page 14, OS-CRP-4: Should the boundary for RIA 112 be redrawn (oot of subparce1) to
indicate that no further action is required within the 5ubparcel?

5. Page 14, OS-CRP-4: The status of RIA 4B shoulc1be cl.osed rather than active.

6. Page 18, OS-CRP-7: The status of AOe 3 should be closed rather than active.

7. Page 18, OS-RKO-2: RIA 39H i!; listed as dosed. Please provide source and date of EP A
concurrence with no funber action recommendation.

8. Page 19, RD-1: See comm.ent #7.

9. Page 20, MUVD-4: See comment #7.

10. Page 21, OS-WEY-5: See comment #7.

1J. Page 25, PCBs: Please discuss the status of the soil sam.pHng effort conducted at the former
suh~tation on subparcel VCD-l.

12. Table 1-10 (VeD-I): See comment #11.

13. Figure 3: Please revise to address inconsistencies with current zoning survey.

14. Figure 4: Delineation of IR Site 8 is incomplete; there is only one brown line shown.

15. Figure 5: OS-WEY-l is located within the OS-C zoning district - pl.ease revise accordingly.

16. Figure 6: OS-WEY -3 is located within the OS-C zoning district - plea5e revise according.ly.

17. Figure 14: See general comment ## 1.

18. Figure 16: The boundary of subparcel. os-WEY -6 is not clearly shown - please revise..

Fndn,snre 2

1. Paragraph 4, line 9: Change GOVERNMENT to GRANTOR.

2. Paragraph 5: Instead of simply saying deleted, paragraph 5 should read as follows:

The Grantor acknowledges its obligations regarding indemnification of transfcree~ of closing

Department of Defense Property pursuant to § 330 of the National. Defense Autbori7..atioTl Act
of 1993 (Pub. L. No. 102-484, October 23, 1992), as amended by § 1002 of Pub. L. 103-160.
November 30, 1993.

3. Paragraph 6: The last senlcnce should be deleted. It is inconsilltent with tbe negotiated
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language of the FOST J and 2 deeds and is inconsistent with the rest of the paragraph.

4. Paragraph 7: The last sentence should be deleted. Ir i~ inconsistent with the negotiated
.Ianguage of the FOST ], and 2 deeds and is inconsist.ent with the rest of the paragraph.

5. Paragraph 9, Notice Regarding Groundwater: Thi::; notice is di.fferent from the clause that the
Corporation agreed to in the FOST 2 Deed. which was an Interim Covenant and Restriction
Concerning the Use of Groundwater. It appears that the Navy proposes to l1tili7,ethis not.ice,
r.ather than an interim covenant and restriction, in response to EP A and DEP comments on the
FOST 3 draft. but Navy ha5 not addre~sed the further response ofEPA in its Ictter of April 2.
2007. The Corporation believes that the Navy must first satisfactorily address the concerns of
both regulators. The Corporation has several concerns with the form of the proposed Notice.
F.irst, the Notice would place the burden of creating any institutional cont.rols that may be

appropriate on the Grantee. Second. the Notice, as drafted. would apply to all 30 subparccls
which are pan of FOST 4. when it is intended only to he appJicable t.o the seven specific
subparcel~ which might be affected by JR Sites 1. 10 and J J.. See Mem.orandum for the Record, .
pal;". 3, page 4~par. 9; page 6 aod other relevant portions of the draft FOST. Finally, the Notice
as drafted fails to take into account that it may not be needed when response actions at these

three IR Sites are complete. To date, the Corporation has not agreed to accept any pem1anent
groundwater restrictions. The Interim Covenant and Restriction COIlcerning tbe Use of
Groundwater. in the FOST 2 deed wa~ carefulJy drafted to provide one or more end points
which could be readily determined by someone examining the title record for the affected
sl.lbparceJs. Similar clear end points must be provided in the event an alternative to the ll!~eof an
interim covenant and restriction is ever deemed acceprl\ble by tbe regulators or the Corporation.

Enc1MlIr~~ 1 4 5 and 6

1. Please increase the percenta.ge of shading for the rows which contain closed sites. It is difficult
to differentiate ·the shaded versus non-shaded rows in the draft document.

Ene lo~mre...5.

1. Page 4, AOC 61: Please revise the status to note that the Navy has proposed additional
investigation work at this site.

EnclOSJITe 6

1. References column: Please provide NFA (no further action) concurrence date~ for all regulator
correspondences for closed shes.

Endnt,;IIl1"J

.I.. The Cor.poration understands tbat revisions to the solid waste inventory may occur pending the
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completion of further visual site inspections, and hereby reserves the right to comment on the
completed inventory when it becomes available.
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EPA Approval of FOST 4 Responsiveness Summary

From: Keckler.Kymberlee@epamail.epa.gov
Sent: Monday, October 15, 2007 1:47 PM
To: Call, Phoebe
Cc: 4barneys@verizon.net; Helland, Brian J CIV NAVFAC Midlant; Chaffin,
David (DEP)
Subject: Re: FOST 4 Responsiveness Summary - Responses to Comments

Thank you for this.  EPA has no further comment.

Kymberlee Keckler, Chemical Engineer
Federal Facilities Superfund Section
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region 1
1 Congress Street (HBT)
Boston, MA  02114-2023

Telephone:  617.918.1385
Facsimile:    617.918.0385
E-mail:         keckler.kymberlee@epa.gov



MassDEP FOST 4 Responsiveness Summary - Responses to Comments

From: Chaffin, David (DEP) [David.Chaffin@state.ma.us]
Sent: Wednesday, October 10, 2007 4:11 PM
To: Helland, Brian J CIV NAVFAC Midlant; 4barneys@verizon.net
Cc: Keckler.Kymberlee@epamail.epa.gov; Call, Phoebe
Subject: RE: FOST 4 Responsiveness Summary - Responses to Comments

For Use In Intra-Agency Policy Deliberations   
____________________________________________ 

Comments on October 2 responses to DEP comments on FOST 4:

Response to General Comment

The posting of warning signs along the perimeters of active sites will address the concern about informing 
potential trespassers of the hazards associated with sites near the FOST subparcels.  Please inform us 
when installation locations and times have been determined.

The proposal to rely on the SSTTDC/LNR security plan to control access to nearby sites that pose 
unacceptable risks via surface media appears to be a reasonable approach for current conditions, i.e., 
during Phase 1a construction.  However, the approach appears to be inadequate to address the significant 
near-term changes expected as construction continues in the Phase 1a area and expands onto other parts 
of the base.  In particular, recent reports indicate that housing in the Phase 1a area may be ready for 
occupancy in early 2009.  As residents begin to occupy former base property, the base perimeter fence that 
now limits public access to the sites will not separate the public from the sites.  Further, the SSTTDC/LNR 
security plan will be less effective in restricting public access to the sites, as such access will be possible 24 
hours per day via transferred property where construction activities are not on-going and non-monitored 
Navy-retained property.  Consequently, in anticipation of these significant changes, the Navy should provide 
reasonable assurances that it will implement measures to provide an equivalent level of security for the sites 
of concern (e.g., enclosing the sites with fences, security patrols, or completing response actions) before the 
general public has access to the currently fenced area.

Response to General Comment 1 on Enclosure 2 - Environmental Covenants

The response did not address the concerns about groundwater restrictions expressed in the previous
comments.  If the Navy seeks the Department's endorsement of the FOST, I would recommend that Navy, 
DEP, and EPA representatives meet to try to resolve the issue.

____________________________________________ 
David Chaffin 
Mass. Department of Environmental Protection 
One Winter Street 
Boston, MA  02108 
Phone: 617-348-4005 
FAX: 617-292-5530 




